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Abstract
The literature suggests that biochar increases the fertility of degraded, nutrient-poor
tropical soils. We hypothesized that the addition of biochar (a) increases tree growth
in two plantations on Ultisols in the south Ecuadorian Amazon region, (b) reduces
litterfall during the dry season because the soil remains moister, and (c) improves the
benefit–cost ratio of the plantation. We grew two tree species—the native leguminous
Schizolobium parahyba var. amazonicum (Ducke) Barneby and the exotic Gmelina
arborea Roxb—and used a full factorial split-split-plot design of all treatments for
both tree species at each of two sites. The treatments included the amendment of
mineral fertilizer plus lime, 3 and 6 t ha–1 biochar, and a control. The plots were
replicated three or four times. Tree height (TH), basal diameter (BD), and diameter
at breast height (DBH) were measured several times during 51 mo after planting in
September 2009 and litterfall during 12 mo (March 2012–February 2013). The site
and the mineral fertilizer plus lime treatment had significant effects on TH, BD, and
DBH. The amendment of mineral fertilizer plus lime increased TH, BD, and DBH
by 47, 43, and 58%, respectively, relative to the control. The litterfall of G. arborea
was on average 84% higher than that of S. parahyba. The amendment of biochar did
not significantly influence TH, BD, DBH, or litterfall. The benefit–cost ratio of wood
production was >1 in the mineral fertilizer plus lime treatment and controls but <1 in
the biochar treatments and decreased with increasing addition of biochar. Our results
demonstrate that the assumption that biochar can be used to improve the fertility of
degraded Amazon soils cannot be generalized.
Abbreviations: BD, basal diameter; BS, base saturation; CEC, cation
exchange capacity; DBH, diameter at breast height; ECEC, effective cation
exchange capacity; SOM, soil organic matter; TH, tree height
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1 INTRODUCTION
From 2000 to 2005, Ecuador annually lost 1.7% of the original
forest cover, which was the highest annual deforestation rate
of South America during this period (FAO, 2006; Mosandl
et al., 2008). Most of the current deforestation in Ecuador
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is attributable to the conversion of secondary forests to pas-
tures (Mosandl et al., 2008). From 1972 to 1989, the pasture
area in Ecuador tripled (Wunder, 2000). In the Ecuadorian
Amazon region, deforestation caused a loss of surface soil
organic matter (SOM) and exchangeable cations and thus a
loss in soil fertility (Mainville et al., 2006). Moreover, the
common practice of pasture burning favors the ingression
of bracken ferns, which further decreases the pasture value
and contributes to its final abandonment at many locations
(Roos et al., 2013). Reforestation is one option to recover
the degraded land, counteract the high deforestation rate,
and mitigate climate change through carbon sequestration
(Cunningham et al., 2014; Mosandl et al., 2008). However,
the site conditions of the Amazon region render reforestation
a great challenge because the strongly weathered and overex-
ploited soils show low fertility (Mainville et al., 2006), ham-
pering the establishment of afforestations. Under these con-
ditions, the use of biochar (i.e., pyrolyzed organic matter) to
improve soil fertility has been suggested (Glaser et al., 2000,
2001, 2002; Lehmann et al., 2003; Lima et al., 2002; Major
et al., 2010). The addition of biochar is thought to mimic the
formation of the Terra Preta do Indio soils, which are anthro-
pogenic soils with high organic matter concentrations partly
consisting of biochar. Terra Preta do Indio soils occur in areas
with strongly chemically weathered soils of the inner tropics,
such as the Amazon lowland.
The application of biochar to soils can increase
nutrient concentrations, particularly of bioavailable P
(Biederman & Harpole, 2012; Drake et al., 2015; Viger et al.,
2015). Bioavailable P frequently shows low concentrations
in strongly weathered tropical soils and limits plant growth
(Chadwick et al., 1999; Walker & Syers, 1976). It has also
been reported that the amendment of biochar stabilized
SOM, created ion-exchange sites, and improved soil biolog-
ical activity (El-Naggar et al., 2018; Lawrinenko & Laird,
2015; Lehmann et al., 2011). Moreover, particularly wood
biochar increased the soil pH, increased cation exchange
capacity (CEC), and lowered the soil exchangeable Al con-
centrations (Berek & Hue, 2016; Enders et al., 2012). Many
researchers have therefore suggested that biochar amendment
may improve the fertility of degraded tropical soils (e.g.,
Jeffery et al., 2017; Lefebvre et al., 2019; Major et al.,
2010). Consequently, the use of biochar as a soil amendment
to improve fertility and enhance carbon sequestration has
received great attention in recent years (Jeffery et al., 2017;
Schneider et al., 2011; Thomas & Gale, 2015).
Biochar consists of a heterogeneous combination of pyro-
genic compounds with varying physical and chemical prop-
erties and has a number of properties of particular interest
from the perspective of forest restoration. (a) Biochar is recal-
citrant and therefore does not rapidly decompose, guarantee-
ing a long-term effect after a single amendment (Criscuoli
et al., 2014; Hernandez-Soriano et al., 2016); (b) biochar pro-
Core Ideas
∙ Mineral fertilizer plus lime increased the growth
of two tree species on Ultisols.
∙ Biochar amendment did not influence tree growth
and litterfall.
∙ The economic benefit compensated the mineral
fertilizer plus lime amendment.
∙ Biochar amendment was not economically viable.
vides cation and anion exchange sites that improve the reten-
tion of plant nutrients (Deluca et al., 2015; El-Naggar et al.,
2019); (c) biochar increases water retention in soil (Das &
Sarmah, 2015); (d) biochar can adsorb potentially toxic com-
pounds, such as Al or legacy pesticides from previous land use
(Qian et al., 2013; Rizwan et al., 2016; Shi et al., 2019); and
(e) biochar may be relatively easily and economically gener-
ated from available feedstocks, such as fermentation residue
(Maroušek, 2014), sewage sludge (Yue et al., 2017), or the
wood chips locally available in Ecuador, although the opti-
mum biochar generation still requires more research.
In a meta-analysis of agricultural biochar amendment
experiments, Crane-Droesch et al. (2013) reported a mean
increase of 10% in crop yield when 3 t ha−1 of biochar were
amended to the soil in the tropics and subtropics (84 studies).
Similarly, the meta-analysis of Jeffrey et al. (2017) revealed
significant increases in crop yield by ∼25% at a median
biochar application rate of 15 t ha−1 for tropical regions. In
the same analysis, crop yield in temperate regions decreased
by 5% (65 studies from the tropics and 44 from the temper-
ate zone) (Jeffrey et al., 2017). The yield increase depended
on the biochar type, the application rate, and the soil type
(Igalavithana et al., 2015). Biochar effects seem to be gener-
ally positive in tropical and boreal latitudes (Thomas & Gale,
2015) and neutral or negative in temperate latitudes (e.g., Jef-
fery et al., 2017; Kloss et al., 2014; Schmidt et al., 2014). The
amendment of biochar to soil had a greater impact on crop
productivity in pot experiments than in field experiments, in
acidic soils than in neutral soils, and in sandy or clayey soils
than in loamy soils (Liu et al., 2013). Biochar has also been
used to improve the growth of tree plantations. Thomas &
Gale (2015) indicated a consistent and strong positive growth
response of 36 woody plant species to biochar additions based
on a meta-analysis of 17 studies (six tropical, six temperate,
and five boreal sites) and reported a mean increase in diam-
eter growth by 41% in response to biochar additions of both
tropical and boreal trees.
In the humid tropics, such as the Amazon basin, strongly
weathered Oxisols and Ultisols are widespread, covering
∼75% of the land surface (Furley, 1990). These soils have
undergone desilication under continuously high temperature
and precipitation and therefore only contain quartz, Fe and
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Al (oxy)hydroxides, and sometimes kaolinite, which results
in a low cation exchange capacity but a high anion exchange
capacity (Marques et al., 2002). If the soils are free of kaolin-
ite, SOM in the topsoil is the only source of cation exchange
sites (Zech et al., 1997). As a consequence of unsustainable
land use, Oxisols and Ultisols can lose SOM and undergo
compaction, the two most frequent signs of soil degradation
(Alegre & Cassel, 1996; Fujisaka et al., 1998; McGrath et al.,
2001). In the south Ecuadorian Amazon region (Province of
Zamora-Chinchipe), more than 2,300 km2 of soils show signs
of degradation (GAD, 2015).
In the present paper, we report the effect of biochar appli-
cation with and without mineral fertilization plus lime on the
(a) height (TH), basal diameter (BD), and diameter at breast
height (DBH) growth of the native leguminous Schizolobium
tree [Schizolobium parahyba var. amazonicum (Ducke)
Barneby] and on the exotic Gmelina tree (Gmelina arborea
Roxb.); (b) litterfall and water-holding capacity; and (c) com-
mercially valuable construction and paper wood production.
We hypothesized that amendment of biochar (a) increases tree
growth, particularly at a high application rate; (ii) reduces
litterfall during the dry season because of its moisture-
conserving effect via increased water-holding capacity; and
(iii) improves the benefit–cost ratio of the plantations, which
are used for the production of timber or paper wood.
2 MATERIALS AND METHODS
2.1 Study sites and selected tree species
The experiment was established at two sites in the Province
of Zamora-Chinchipe, southern Ecuador, next to the
city of Zamora (La Victoria, UTM WGS84 coordinates:
17M9552550 730470) at 949–965 m asl and the village of
Panguintza (Los Zapotes, 17M95668135 741834) at 875–
917 m asl. The site at La Victoria had a slope of up to 15%, and
the site in Los Zapotes had a slope of up to 60%. The native
vegetation at both sites was an evergreen tropical rainforest
with a mean annual temperature of 22.0 ˚C, a mean annual
precipitation of 1,945 mm, and mean annual relative humidity
of 88% (1970–1993; National Institute of Meteorology and
Hydrology, www.serviciometeorologico.gob.ec).
The parent rocks at La Victoria are leuco-granodiorite
and hornblende-granodiorite of the Zamora Batholith, which
intruded Triassic to Jurassic volcanic rocks, and at Los
Zapotes the parent rocks are andesite and tuff breccias of the
upper Jurassic Chapiza formation. The soils at both sites were
Typic Kandiudults (Soil Survey Staff, 2014). Before the start
of the experiment, the upper 0.25 m of the soils at La Victoria
were sandy loams, with a bulk density of 1.2 ± 0.05 g cm−3
(mean ± SD), a C concentration of 30 ± 2.1 g kg−1, and a C/N
ratio of 14± 0.23; those at Los Zapotes were loamy silty clays,
with a bulk density of 0.95 ± 0.05 g cm−3, an organic C con-
centration of 28 ± 3.2 g kg−1, and a C/N ratio of 11 ± 0.70.
Because we expected that the effect of the mineral fertilizer
plus lime and the biochar amendments on the pH, the effec-
tive cation exchange capacity (ECEC; i.e., sum of base cations
K+ + Na+ + Ca2+ + Mg2+, extracted with 1 M NH4OAc at
pH 7 plus exchangeable acidity, Al3++H+, extracted with 1 M
KCl), and base saturation (BS; % exchangeable base cations
of ECEC) could underly possible treatments effects on tree
growth, their initial and final values are shown in Table 1.
The study sites were grasslands used as pastures before the
establishment of the tree plantations.
We chose S. parahyba because it is one of the most
important planted native tree species in the Amazon region,
with wide use in the plywood industry (Silva, Vasconcelos,
de Carvalho, & Cordeiro et al., 2011). The tree belongs to the
Family Fabaceae (legumes), can fix atmospheric N2 in sym-
biosis with Rhizobium bacteria, and is therefore fast grow-
ing and tolerates low soil fertility. Schizolobium parahyba
has been frequently planted on degraded soils (Gazel Filho
et al., 2007). The second tree species (G. arborea) is native to
India, where it grows on soils with low fertility, high acidity,
low organic matter, and low available nutrient concentrations.
Gmelina arborea is used as timber wood, firewood, and fod-
der (Swamy et al., 2004).
Seedlings of S. parahyba and G. arborea were produced by
a local tree nursery, which used seeds from a single mother
plant, thus ensuring seed homogeneity, on a substrate consist-
ing of a mixture of soil, compost, gravel >5 mm, and ash at a
mass ratio of 1:1:1:1. Five seeds were planted within an area
of 13 × 15 cm and transplanted to the field at the age of 2 mo
with an average height of 35–40 cm. Sampling was started 6
mo after establishment of the plantations.
2.2 Experimental design
We chose a full factorial split-split-plot design (main plot split
into subplots for two tree species × further splits of the sub-
plots into with or without mineral fertilizer plus lime × three
levels of biochar [0, 3, 6 t ha−1 = 12 treatments]). The full
design was implemented at both study sites. At La Victoria
all plots were replicated four times; at Los Zapotes, where the
available experimental area was smaller than in La Victoria,
all plots were replicated three times. Each plot had an area of
144 m2 and was planted with 16 trees, which corresponds to
1,111 trees ha−1.
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T A B L E 1 Mean and SD of the pH value, effective cation exchange capacity (ECEC), and base saturation (BS) before the start of the
experiment in March 2009 and at the end in November 2013
pH ECEC BS
Site Treatmenta Mar. 2009 Nov. 2013 Mar. 2009 Nov. 2013 Mar. 2009 Nov. 2013
mmolc kg
−1 %
La Victoria T1: Ctr. 4.6 ± 0.15ab 4.7 ± 0.10a 48 ± 4.3b 80 ± 8.6a 42 ± 7.4a 55 ± 5.6a
T2: F+L 4.6 ± 0.08b 5.2 ± 0.03a 45 ± 1.7b 78 ± 3.8a 34 ± 1.6b 88 ± 3.3a
T3: 3tBC 4.6 ± 0.11a 4.9 ± 0.07a 46 ± 2.3b 80 ± 0.30a 35 ± 3.3b 54 ± 8.6a
T4: F+L+3tBC 4.6 ± 0.08b 5.0 ± 0.03a 42 ± 2.1b 86 ± 7.2a 33 ± 2.3b 71 ± 3.3a
T5: 6tBC 4.6 ± 0.06b 4.9 ± 0.13a 47 ± 2.9b 80 ± 6.9a 32 ± 2.9b 60 ± 7.1a
T6: F+L+6tBC 4.6 ± 0.02b 5.3 ± 0.11a 47 ± 3.1b 90 ± 4.4a 29 ± 6.1b 86 ± 4.2a
T7: Ctr. 4.5 ± 0.05b 4.8 ± 0.11a 52 ± 0.90b 87 ± 7.9a 28 ± 0.70b 52 ± 6.5a
T8: F+L 4.5 ± 0.04b 5.0 ± 0.07a 51 ± 3.1b 90 ± 7.3a 28 ± 2.9b 69 ± 4.6a
T9: 3tBC 4.5 ± 0.07b 4.9 ± 0.05a 54 ± 2.8b 77 ± 8.6a 24 ± 0.78b 48 ± 6.4a
T10: F+L+3tBC 4.7 ± 0.09b 5.1 ± 0.06a 49 ± 7.0b 80 ± 5.8a 38 ± 8.4b 77 ± 6.2a
T11: 6tBC 4.5 ± 0.02b 5.0 ± 0.06a 52 ± 6.1a 72 ± 9.7a 32 ± 2.1a 53 ± 11a
T12: F+L+6tBC 4.5 ± 0.04b 5.2 ± 0.10a 51 ± 6.7b 92 ± 16a 34 ± 4.5b 79 ± 10a
Los Zapotes T1: Ctr. 4.9 ± 0.12a 4.7 ± 0.04a 72 ± 7.9a 86 ± 2.9a 57 ± 17.3a 48 ± 1.3a
T2: F+L 4.7 ± 0.06a 4.9 ± 0.14a 66 ± 3.3b 95 ± 6.2a 53 ± 10.1a 71 ± 5.9a
T3: 3tBC 4.9 ± 0.09a 4.8 ± 0.04a 79 ± 0.51a 83 ± 2.0a 68 ± 16.9a 48 ± 11a
T4: F+L+3tBC 4.7 ± 0.07a 4.6 ± 0.13a 63 ± 6.8b 87 ± 0.90a 51 ± 3.6a 61 ± 6.0a
T5: 6tBC 4.9 ± 0.10a 4.8 ± 0.08a 71 ± 2.9b 83 ± 4.9a 74 ± 2.5a 76 ± 7.7a
T6: F+L+6tBC 4.8 ± 0.20a 4.9 ± 0.07a 69 ± 4.4b 93 ± 8.5a 59 ± 15a 85 ± 5.7a
T7: Ctr. 5.2 ± 0.14a 5.0 ± 0.17a 99 ± 9.9a 99 ± 12a 81 ± 11a 70 ± 11a
T8: F+L 4.8 ± 0.09a 4.8 ± 0.04a 70 ± 8.4b 100 ± 6.0a 53 ± 6.6a 63 ± 5.4a
T9: 3tBC 4.9 ± 0.06a 4.8 ± 0.04a 75 ± 5.2b 96 ± 4.4a 66 ± 5.8a 67 ± 4.9a
T10: F+L+3tBC 5.0 ± 0.26a 5.2 ± 0.25a 100 ± 29a 150 ± 16a 66 ± 16a 78 ± 18a
T11: 6tBC 5.1 ± 0.08a 4.9 ± 0.06b 99 ± 13a 93 ± 8.4a 78 ± 13.5a 66 ± 3.4a
T12: F+L+6tBC 5.0 ± 0.25a 4.8 ± 0.10a 100 ± 31a 10 ± 4.4a 68 ± 15.4a 67 ± 12a
aTreatments T1–T6 include Schizolobium parahyba; T7–T12 include Gmelina arborea. Ctr., control; F+L, amendment with mineral fertilizer plus lime; 3tBC, amendment
with 3 t biochar; 6tBC, amendment with 6 t biochar.
bDifferent lowercase letters indicate significant differences between before and the end of the experiment according to a t test for connected data at a significance level of
p < .05.
2.3 Mineral fertilizer and biochar
application
We added a basal mineral fertilizer application when the
tree was planted and a second mineral fertilizer application
after 36 mo of plant growth only to the mineral fertilizer
plus lime treatments (Table 2). We added B on 23 July
2012 to all plots because we recognized visual signs of B
deficiency, which was confirmed by a growth experiment
with tomato (Solanum lycopersicum L.). We used commer-
cial agricultural lime of 98% purity. The lime requirement
was determined with the Kamprath equation (Equation 1)
(Kamprath, 1970). This resulted in the amendment of 5 t ha−1
CaCO3 at La Victoria and 3 t ha











We bought commercially available wood-derived biochar,
which was produced from tabano (Casearia mariquiten-
sis Kunth., ∼80%) and a mixture of cashco (Weinmania
fagaroides Kunth), canelo (Nectandra laurel Klotzsch ex
Nees), and capulí (Prunus opaca Walp., ∼20%). The wood
was milled to <0.5 cm and pyrolyzed in a traditional earthen
kiln with small holes that could be opened and closed. The
biochar was produced from harvested woody forest biomass
that could not be sold as construction or paper wood. The
biochar used in this study contained 836 g kg−1 C and
26.2 g kg−1 ash and had a pH of 8.55. The nutrient fluxes
associated with the addition of 3 and 6 t ha−1 of biochar are
summarized in Table 2.
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In all treatments, we mixed the topsoil extracted from a
cylinder-shape volume with a radius of 2 m and a depth of
0.25 m with the amendments (fertilizer plus lime and biochar)
and homogenized the mixture. This mixture was put back into
the hole from which the soil was taken, and each tree seedling
was planted in the middle of this plant bed. We did not add
mineral fertilizer outside this plant bed. We planted the trees
from 3 to 7 Aug. 2009 and harvested them from 4 to 8 Nov.
2013 after 51 mo of growth.
2.4 Measurements and statistical analyses
We started with the plant measurements in February 2010
(i.e., 6 mo after planting) and repeated the measurements
8, 10, 12, 17, 23, 43, and 51 mo after planting. At that
time, >90% of the trees had survived (i.e., at least 173 trees
per plot and 14 trees per split plot). Tree height was mea-
sured from stem base to top. The BD was measured at a height
of 0.2 m from the soil surface. The DBH was measured at a
height of 1.3 m from the soil surface after the trees had reached
at least this height. Litterfall was collected biweekly from 1
Mar. 2012 to 22 Feb. 2013 as a cumulative sample of 2 wk
with four 0.6 m by 0.6 m litterfall traps per plot. To reduce the
edge effect, we took all growth measurements from the four
central trees (of 16) on each plot, where the litter traps were
located. Litterfall was dried for 1 wk in a ventilated oven at
60 ˚C and weighed.
To estimate the stem biomass of G. arborea and S.
parahyba, we used the allometric equations of Swamy et al.
(2004) (Equation 2) and Silva et al. (2011) (Equation 3),
respectively.
𝑌 = 𝑎 + 𝑏DBH + 𝑐DBH2 (2)
𝑌 = 𝑑 DBH𝑒 (3)
where Y is fresh biomass (kg), and a = −4.152, b = 1.667,
c = 0.026, d = 0.076, and e = 2.346.
At the end of the experiment in November 2013, we
determined the soil water-holding capacity as the difference
between the water contents at a vacuum of 10 MPa (pF 2.5)
and 1,500 MPa (pF 4.2) on all plots. The vacuum was applied
to a porous plate on which we positioned a water-saturated
soil core and waited until equilibrium was reached. The water
content was determined gravimetrically and is expressed in
mass%.
To calculate the economic value of the tree harvest, we
used local market prices of US$16.50 m−3 for trees with a
DBH <0.2 m and US$57.00 m−3 for trees with a DBH ≥0.2 m
(Aguirre, 2012; Jiménez Pozo, 2016). We considered a sub-
T A B L E 3 Average costs of establishment and maintenance over 4
yr for four treatments, Province of Zamora Chinchipe, Ecuador










Year 1 120.00 120.00
Year 2 90.00 120.00
Year 3 60.00 120.00
Year 4 40.00 120.00
Total 1,639.75 951.40
sidy of US$890 ha−1 offered by the Ecuadorian Ministry
of Agriculture, Livestock, Aquaculture and Fisheries as an
incentive for afforestations (Ministry agreement No. 035; 27
Feb. 2014). We calculated the establishment and maintenance
costs of each treatment according to Table 3. Equipment
included shovels, diggers, and machetes. Maintenance costs
were determined by the labor required for weeding the 2-m
circle around the seedlings. To the costs in Table 3, we added
US$81.63 t−1 for lime and US$160 t−1 for biochar. We disre-
garded discount rates.
Data were analyzed with an ANOVA for split-split-plot
designs using the software R. We used the packages nortest()
(Gross & Ligges, 2015) for tests of normality, agricolae() (De
Mendiburu, 2010) for ANOVA, and gplots() (Warnes et al.,
2009) and plotrix() (Lemon, 2006) for plotting data.
3 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
3.1 Climatic conditions, TH, BD, and DBH
Mean annual rainfall during the years 2009–2013 ranged from
1,960 to 2,690 mm at La Victoria and from 1,690 to 2,060 mm
at Los Zapotes. There were weak dry and rainy seasons. Dur-
ing the dry season, monthly rainfall was <150 mm.
Our repeated measures ANOVA revealed significant effects
of the study site on TH and DBH, of tree species on BD,
and of the amendment of mineral fertilizer plus lime on all
three measures of tree growth (TH, BD, DBH) (Table 4).
The amendment of biochar did not have a significant effect
on the three measures of tree growth. Expectedly, date of
measurement had a significant effect on all three measures
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T A B L E 4 Results of a repeated measures ANOVA examining the effects of the site (La Victoria and Los Zapotes), experimental block, tree
species (Gmelina arborea and Schizolobium parahyba), amendment of fertilizer + lime, and amendment of biochar (3 and 6 Mg ha−1) and their
interactions on tree height (TH), basal diameter (BD), and diameter at breast height (DBH)
TH BD DBH
Source df SS F p value df SS F p value df SS F p value
Between: site and tree species
Site 1 223 32 .001 1 8.8 0.19 .68 1 169 6.3 .046
Site_block 5 97 2.8 .12 5 183 0.81 .58 5 152 1.1 .44
Tree species 1 0.67 0.10 .77 1 864 19 .005 1 224 8.3 .028
Residuals 6 42 6 271 6 162
Between: site, tree species: mineral fertilizer + lime
Mineral fertilizer +
lime




1 64 9.1 .011 1 26 0.83 .38 1 62 2.9 .12
Residuals 12 85 12 379 12 256
Between: site, trees species: mineral fertilizer + lime: biochar
Biochar 2 5.1 0.6 .54 2 7.1 0.4 .70 2 13 0.76 .47
Tree species: biochar 2 2.0 0.2 .79 2 7.4 0.37 .69 2 0.10 0.01 1.00
Mineral fertilizer +
lime:biochar




2 6.8 0.8 .44 2 16 0.80 .46 2 21 1.2 .32
Residuals 48 194 48 481 48 423
Within-subject effects
Date 7 5,915 1,036 <.001 ↑ 7 13,776 1267 <.001 ↑ 2 947 310 <.001 ↑
Date:site 7 383 67.0 <.001 7 338 31 <.001 2 43 14 <.001
Date: site_block 35 86 3.0 <.001 35 122 2.2 <.001 10 16 1.1 .40
Date: tree species 7 32 5.6 <.001 7 1,034 95 <.001 2 72 23 <.001
Date: mineral
fertilizer + lime
7 116 20 <.001 7 186 17 <.001 2 4.2 1.4 .26




7 59 10 <.001 7 9.0 0.9 .54 2 0.2 0.1 .92
Date: tree
species:biochar









14 6.0 0.56 .90 14 5.0 0.24 1.00 4 4.3 0.70 .59
Residuals 462 377 462 718 132 202
Note. Significant p values are in bold. Arrows indicate direction of effect (if the effect is directed).
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of tree growth, reflecting the continuous growth of the trees.
There was a significant effect of the interaction of tree species
with the amendment of mineral fertilizer plus lime on TH.
This illustrated that the TH of the two studied tree species
responded differently to the amendment of fertilizer plus lime.
Schizolobium parahyba benefited more strongly from mineral
fertilizer addition than G. arborea, possibly because it is a
legume (Figure 1). Moreover, several interactions of date with
other variables had significant effects on our measures of tree
growth but none including biochar. There was also no effect
of biochar on the three tree growth measures on any single
measurement date.
Because biochar did not have any significant effect on our
tree growth measures, we simplified our design by combin-
ing all treatments that did not receive mineral fertilizer plus
lime and all treatments that received mineral fertilizer plus
lime, respectively (Figures 1 and 2). We did this separately for
the two study sites (combination of the two tree species) and
for the two tree species (combination of the two study sites,
except in Figure 2b) to best illustrate our results. We then ran
a new ANOVA on the simplified design and only for the data
of the harvest date in November 2013 followed by a Tukey
HSD post hoc text, the results of which are shown in Figures 1
and 2 with the help of different uppercase and lowercase let-
ters. To visualize the minimal effect of biochar, we also show
the results of the biochar treatments in Figures 1 and 2, which
were, however, not separately included in the statistical eval-
uation but were lumped with the two groups with and without
mineral fertilizer plus lime.
Figure 1 illustrates that Los Zapotes was inherently more
fertile than La Victoria, resulting in significantly higher TH in
November 2013 (i.e., the harvest date), on the plots with and
without amendment of mineral fertilizer plus lime. The higher
initial fertility of the soils at Los Zapotes is also reflected by
the higher pH, ECEC, and BS (Table 1) and the lower C/N
ratio than at La Victoria. Gmelina arborea showed a signifi-
cantly higher BD and DBH than S. parahyba, both on the fer-
tilized and unfertilized plots. The amendment of mineral fer-
tilizer plus lime had a consistent significant positive effect on
all tree growth measures at both sites and for both tree species.
The increase of the DBH of G. arborea by the amend-
ment of mineral fertilizer plus lime in our experiment was
1.98 cm yr−1 (18% higher than on the control plots). This was
lower than the range of increase in DBH of 2.02–2.76 cm yr−1
reported by Kojima et al. (2009) for a fertilized G. arborea
plantation in Indonesia under similar climatic conditions. The
TH and DBH of the fertilized S. parahyba in our experiment
was ∼40% lower than in Schizolobium amazonicum Huber ex
Ducke plantations in the Brazilian Amazonia (State of Pará),
although our trees reached a similar TH of 12 m (Fernandes
da Silva et al., 2011; Ruivo et al., 2010). This possibly indi-
cates a particularly advanced degradation of our study soils
prior to afforestation.
The finding that biochar did not have a significant effect on
tree growth is unexpected (Table 4) because in the literature
there are several reports of strong effects of biochar amend-
ment on tree growth. In a study of Ghosh et al. (2014), the
amendment of biochar to two native tree species in a trop-
ical urban environment in Singapore increased TH by 22%.
Fagbenro et al. (2013) observed a significant effect of biochar
amendment on TH, DBH, dry matter yield, and root radius
of Moringa oleifera Lam. in Nigeria. Lefebvre et al. (2019)
reported that the amendment of 1.1 and 5.5 Mg ha−1 biochar
plus fertilizer increased monthly height growth of two Ama-
zonian tree species [Guazuma crinita Mart. and Terminalia
amazonia (J.F. Gmel.) Exell.] by a factor of 2.7–3.0 compared
with the control, even when the fertilizer was limited to only
one application at the beginning of the study.
Many more studies of the use of biochar to improve
yields have been conducted for agricultural systems than for
tree plantations, for example in lettuce (Lactuca sativa L.)
(Carter et al., 2013; Gunes et al., 2014), corn (Zea mays L.)
(Cornelissen et al., 2013; Rogovska et al., 2016), sweet potato
[Ipomoea batatas ( L.) Lam.] (Liu et al., 2014), and tomato
(Solanum lycopersicum L.) (Akhtar et al., 2014; Hossain et al.,
2015). All of them reported positive effects when biochar
was amended with or without organic or inorganic fertilizer.
Spokas et al. (2012) conducted a meta-analysis of results
from 45 biochar experiments in 25 countries. They found that
in ∼30% of the experiments there was no significant effect
of biochar on the crop yield. In ∼20% of the experiments
even negative impacts on yields were observed; and positive
impacts were reported only in ∼50% of the experiments. Most
of the negative or neutral effects of biochar on crop yields
were reported for fertile soils. A recent review concluded that
biochar application to low-fertility soils is a potential best-
management practice (El-Naggar et al., 2019). It can directly
or indirectly contribute to the rehabilitation of low-fertility
soils. However, El-Naggar et al. (2019) also indicated that the
impact of biochar application on soil fertility and crop pro-
ductivity strongly depends on the experimental conditions,
characteristics of the biochar, and soil types. El-Naggar et al.
(2019) suggested that negative effects of biochar on crop per-
formance are mostly related with detrimental effects on the
soil microbial community because of a high pH, the induction
of cation antagonisms (e.g., Ca/K), and toxic volatile organic
compounds.
Our finding that biochar addition alone and in combination
with mineral fertilizer plus lime did not increase tree growth is
in line with the results of Schmidt et al. (2015), who observed
that applying only biochar to a degraded soil did not increase
pumpkin (Cucurbita maxima L.) yield. However, the finding
that there was no additional effect of biochar on tree growth if
the biochar application was combined with mineral fertilizer
plus lime (Table 4; Figure 1) contrasts the results of Schmidt
et al. (2015). In their study, mixing the biochar with cow urine




F I G U R E 1 (a, b) Tree height, (c, d) basal diameter, and (e, f) diameter at breast height at La Victoria vs. Los Zapotes (a, c, e) and Gmelina
arborea vs. Schizolobium parahyba (b, d, f). The data were grouped into all treatments that received mineral fertilizer plus lime (fertilized) and all
treatments that did not receive mineral fertilizer plus lime (not fertilized, “simplified design”; n = 24 for La Victoria, n = 18 for Los Zapotes, n = 21
for each of the tree species). The ANOVA was only run on the data from November 2013. Different uppercase letters indicate significant differences
between the sites (a, c, e) or tree species (b, d, f); different lowercase letters significant differences among the fertilized and not fertilized plots based
on a Tukey’s HSD post hoc test at a significance level of p < .05. To visualize the lacking effect of biochar, we show three bars for the amendments
of 0, 3, and 6 t of biochar per lumped group (fertilized/not fertilized) separately. The error bars are SEs (n = 8 for La Victoria, n = 6 for Los Zapotes,
n = 7 for G. arborea and S. parahyba)
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(a)
(b)
F I G U R E 2 Mean cumulative litterfall during (a) one rainy season
(February–August 2012) and (b) one dry season (September
2012–January 2013). Data from the rainy season were grouped into all
treatments that received mineral fertilizer plus lime (fertilized) and all
treatments that did not receive mineral fertilizer plus lime (not
fertilized, “simplified design”; n = 24 for La Victoria, n = 18 for Los
Zapotes). The data of the dry season in (b) were additionally separated
according to the two tree species (n = 12 per species in La Victoria,
n = 9 per species in Los Zapotes). Different uppercase letters indicate
significant differences between the sites. Different lowermost lowercase
letters indicate significant differences between the fertilized and
nonfertilized treatments. In (b), the middle row of lowercase letters
indicates significant differences between the tree species. The
significance level was p < .05 and determined with a Tukey’s HSD post
hoc test. To visualize the lacking effect of biochar, we show three bars
for the amendments of 0, 3, and 6 t of biochar separately. The error bars
show SEs (n = 8 for La Victoria, n = 6 for Los Zapotes in a; n = 4 for
each tree species at La Victoria, n = 3 at Los Zapotes in b)
and applying the urine-biochar slurry to the root zone consid-
erably improved pumpkin yield on a tropical soil compared
with treatments in which biochar was applied without urine
or urine without biochar. Besides the fact that Schmidt et al.
(2015) studied a crop, another major difference between our
and their studies was that the soil studied by Schmidt et al.
(2015) was inherently nutrient-rich.
At La Victoria, our biochar amendment increased pH,
ECEC, and BS significantly in most biochar treatments
(Table 1). However, the effect was generally smaller than that
of the amendment of mineral fertilizer plus lime. Neverthe-
less, our biochar application should have reduced Al toxic-
ity considerably, as indicated by the increase in BS and the
fact that BS equals ECEC minus exchangeable acidity. We
therefore suggest that at La Victoria the lack of a biochar
effect is more attributable to an insufficient nutrient sup-
ply, particularly of N and P. At Los Zapotes, the amend-
ment of biochar increased ECEC significantly in only two
cases and even decreased pH in one case slightly but sig-
nificantly (Table 1). Thus, at the Los Zapotes site with an
a priori higher pH, ECEC, and BS, biochar had a smaller
effect on these properties than at the a priori more acidic La
Victoria site. Because there was a smaller risk of Al toxic-
ity at Los Zapotes than at La Victoria, we again think that
the insufficient nutrient supply is the more likely reason for
the lack of biochar effect. It has to borne in mind that the
lack of a biochar effect on our tree growth measures does
not exclude that there was still a biochar effect on proper-
ties of the plantations that we did not measure (e.g., root
development).
The significant effects of date and its interactions with site,
site block, mineral fertilizer plus lime, and the combination
of tree species and mineral fertilizer plus lime on at least one
of TH, BD, and DBH (but frequently all three) indicated that
these tree growth measures did not only change with time
as expected because of the continuous growth. Instead, the
tree growth measures responded differently at the two dif-
ferent sites and even at the site blocks and between the two
tree species to the mineral fertilizer plus lime amendment
(Table 4). Remarkably, neither the biochar amendment nor the
interaction of the biochar amendment with the sampling date
were significant, suggesting that the biochar did not develop
an effect on TH, BD, and DBH during the 51 mo of our
experiment.
3.2 Litterfall
Our ANOVA revealed significant effects of the study site and
the experimental block on the sites during the rainy season,
the tree species during the dry season, the amendment of min-
eral fertilizer plus lime and its interaction with tree species
during the rainy and dry seasons on litterfall (Table 5). These
results illustrate that nutrient availability determined by the
inherent site fertility and the amendment of mineral fertilizer
plus lime drove litterfall. Moreover, the two species responded
differently to nutrient availability. There was again no signif-
icant effect of the amendment of biochar and of all interac-
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T A B L E 5 Results of an ANOVA examining the effects of the site (La Victoria and Los Zapotes), experimental block, tree species (Gmelina
arborea and Schizolobium parahyba), amendment of fertilizer + lime, and amendment of biochar (3 and 6 Mg ha−1) and their interactions on
litterfall in the rainy and dry seasons
Rainy season Dry season
Source df SS F p value df SS F p value
Between: site and trees species
Site 1 66,595 188 <.001 1 18,171 14 .01
Site_block 5 15,659 8.8 .01 5 11,649 1.8 .24
Tree species 1 1,834 5.2 .06 1 809,188 634 .00
Residuals 6 2,129 6 7,657
Between: site, trees species: mineral fertilizer + lime
Mineral fertilizer +
lime
1 39,754 68 <.001 ↑ 1 62,411 75 <.001 ↑
Tree species: mineral
fertilizer + lime
1 6,231 11 .007 1 31,679 38 <.001
Residuals 12 7,031 12 9,947
Between: site, trees species: mineral fertilizer + lime:biochar
Biochar 2 82 0.08 .92 2 5,734 3.0 .06
Tree species: biochar 2 1,144 1.2 .32 2 3,199 1.7 .20
Mineral fertilizer +
lime: biochar




2 1,023 1.0 .36 2 288 0.15 .86
Residuals 48 23,526 48 46,603
Note. Significant p values are in bold. Arrows indicate direction of effect (if the effect is directed).
tions of the amendment of biochar with other factors on litter-
fall. The lacking effect of biochar on litterfall is in line with
our finding that the water-holding capacity at the end of our
experiment in November 2013 was only significantly differ-
ent between the two study sites (La Victoria: mean ± SD; 9.3
± 1.2 mass% or 11 ± 1.4 vol%; Los Zapotes: 17 ± 1.8 mass%
or 16 ± 1.7 vol%), but there was no significant effect of any
treatment on the water-holding capacity. Thus, our results do
not support the hypothesis that biochar increases the soil water
retention.
Because the amendment of biochar did not have a signif-
icant effect, we again lumped the fertilized and unfertilized
plots, respectively, together and ran an additional ANOVA on
the simplified design followed by a Tukey’s HSD post hoc test
(see Figure 2).
At Los Zapotes, in all treatments significantly more litter-
fall was recorded than at La Victoria (Table 5; Figure 2). Dur-
ing the rainy season, G. arborea and S. parahyba produced
at Los Zapotes on average 45 and 55% more litterfall than
at la Victoria, respectively. During the dry season, the dif-
ferences were 17 and 49% for G. arborea and S. parahyba,
respectively. During the dry season, G. arborea produced sig-
nificantly more litterfall than S. parahyba at both study sites
(Table 5; Figure 2). The litterfall of G. arborea was signif-
icantly higher during the dry than the rainy season at both
study sites. We attribute these findings to an interaction of
the genetic differences between the two tree species and cli-
matic conditions. The amendment of mineral fertilizer plus
lime increased the annual litterfall on average by 19 and 23%
for G. arborea and by 65 and 42% for S. parahyba in La Vic-
toria and Los Zapotes, respectively.
The mean annual litterfall of our 3-to-4-yr-old S. parahyba
stands on the plots with amendment of fertilizer plus lime
was <50% of that of a 5-to-6-yr-old S. parahyba plantation
in the Brazilian Amazonia (State of Pará; Silva et al., 2011)
which produced 4.51 t ha−1 yr−1. The mean annual litter-
fall of our G. arborea plantation was, however, higher than
the range of 2.1 to 2.9 Mg ha−1 yr−1 observed for a 5-yr-old
G. arborea plantation in Raipur, India, which was P-limited
because of a strong P sequestration in Fe oxides (Swamy
et al., 2004). The plantations studied by Swamy et al. (2004)
were less densely planted (with tree spacing of 4 × 4 m) than
ours (3 × 3 m). Mean annual litterfall of our 3-to-4-yr-old S.
parahyba stands on the plots with amendment of mineral fer-
tilizer plus lime reached 20–30% of the maximum litterfall
reported for primary Amazon forest of 7.3–10.5 Mg ha−1 yr−1
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T A B L E 6 Results of an ANOVA examining the effects of the site (La Victoria and Los Zapotes), experimental block, tree species (Gmelina
arborea and Schizolobium parahyba), amendment of fertilizer + lime, and amendment of biochar (3 and 6 Mg ha−1) and their interactions on the
benefit–cost ratio
Source df SS F p value
Between: site and trees species
Site 1 0.63 4.1 .09
Site_block 5 0.39 0.51 .76
Tree species 1 1.1 7.1 .04
Residuals 6 0.93
Between: site, tree species: mineral fertilizer + lime
Mineral fertilizer + lime 1 0.19 3.0 .11
Tree species: mineral fertilizer + lime 1 0.02 0.39 .55
Residuals 12 0.73
Between: site, tree species: mineral fertilizer + lime: biochar
Biochar 2 14 76 <.001 ↓
Tree species:biochar 2 0.13 0.68 .51
Mineral fertilizer + lime: biochar 2 0.07 0.40 .68
Tree species: mineral fertilizer + lime: biochar 2 0.00 0.01 .99
Residuals 48 4.5
Note. The benefit-cost ratios were log-transformed to approximate normal distribution of the residuals. Significant p values are in bold. Arrows indicate direction of effect
(if the effect is directed).
in the Tapajós National Forest (Nepstad et al., 2002) and
9.7–10.5 Mg ha−1 yr−1 near Manaus (Vasconcelos & Luizão,
2004).
The finding that G. arborea had a substantially higher litter-
fall during the dry than the rainy season has been reported for
other seasonal tropical forests (Borchert et al., 2002; Camargo
et al., 2015; Tonin et al., 2017; Wieder & Wright, 1995;
Wilcke & Lilienfein, 2002). The increased litterfall during
the dry season is thought to be a response to water stress
because fewer leaves reduce water losses by transpiration
(Borchert et al., 2002). Schizolobium parahyba did not show
increased litterfall during the dry relative to the rainy sea-
son because it flowers and fructifies during the dry season
and is almost leafless during this period (Flores Bendezu,
1998).
Akhtar et al. (2014) reported that adding biochar to a
sandy loam soil under reduced irrigation saved water and
enhanced the productivity and quality of tomato, because of
an increased soil water content by the high adsorption capac-
ity and porous structure of biochar. The same results were
reported by Liang et al. (2014), but for calcareous soils. In
the study by Akhtar et al. (2014), the bulk density of soil was
reduced from 1.63 to 1.54 g cm−3 after the amendment of
5% (on a mass basis) of biochar. Additionally, Zheng et al.
(2013) attributed the mitigation of nitrogen leaching losses
following biochar addition to an increasing soil water hold-
ing capacity. Nelissen et al. (2014) found that the addition of
biochar resulted in the trapping of water and nutrients which
became biologically unavailable and this effect increased with
increasing pyrolysis temperature. This is in line with findings
that biochar produced at low pyrolysis temperatures is initially
hydrophobic but can be altered in soil (Das & Sarmah, 2015).
If it was generally true that biochar immobilizes soil water, the
amendment of biochar could have increased litterfall because
of reduced plant water availability, which was not observed.
3.3 Benefit–cost ratio
Our ANOVA on the benefit–cost ratio for the harvested wood
after 51 mo revealed significant effects of the tree species
and the biochar amendment (Table 6). Gmelina arborea pro-
duced more wood and thus had a better benefit–cost ratio
than S. parahyba (Figure 3). In contrast to our expectation,
the benefit–cost ratios were similarly economically lucrative
in the mineral fertilizer plus lime and the unfertilized treat-
ments. Thus, the additionally created wood value because of
the fertilizer effect compensated the fertilizer costs but did
not improve the benefit–cost ratio. As a consequence, fertil-
ization only served to establish the tree plantation faster with
likely beneficial effects on habitat, hydrological, and erosion
protection functions of the tree plantations, which were not
economically quantified. Moreover, part of the benefit was
attributable to the subsidy of US$890 ha−1. In the mineral
fertilizer plus lime treatments, the ratio of the income from
selling the wood to the subsidy was >1 (1.7–2.4) except for S.
parahyba at La Victoria (0.8). Only at the more fertile site in
Los Zapotes was the income from selling the wood higher than
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F I G U R E 3 Mean benefit–cost ratios of the wood harvest after 51
mo of growth differentiated according to the amount of amended
biochar irrespective of the study site and amendment of fertilizer plus
lime. Error bars show SEs (n = 14). Different uppercase letters indicate
a significant difference between the tree species; different lowercase
letters indicate a significant difference among the different biochar
application rates according to Tukey’s HSD post hoc test at a
significance level of p < .05. The post hoc test followed an ANOVA on
a simplified design, in which all plots from both study sites that received
0, 3, and 6 Mg ha−1 biochar were lumped together per tree species. The
benefit–cost ratio included a subsidy and did not consider discount rates
the costs; at la Victoria the benefit–cost ratio was only positive
because of the subsidy. The latter is also true for the positive
benefit–cost ratios of the controls. At La Victoria, the subsidy
accounted for approximately two-thirds of the total income
and at Los Zapotes for approximately half. If interest rates
of capital had been considered, the benefit–cost ratio would
have further decreased. The amendment of biochar increased
the cost of the produced wood without improving the yield
and therefore even had a negative effect on the benefit–cost
ratio. To illustrate this, we lumped the unfertilized and fer-
tilized treatments of both study sites per amendment rate of
biochar and tree species together (Figure 3).
Our benefit–cost ratios shown in Figure 3 were at the
lower end of reported values in the literature of 1.45–
2.66 for G. arborea (Bertomeu, 2006; Coomes et al., 2008;
Magcale-Macandog et al., 1999; Mali et al., 2017) but simi-
lar to the only reported benefit–cost ratio for S. parahyba that
we found in the literature (Schwartz et al., 2017). The main
reason for the comparatively low benefit–cost ratios of our
plantation, particularly if the subsidy was subtracted, might
be the short growth time of only 51 mo, whereas the com-
parison values from the literature originated from plantations
were at least 8 yr old. The short growth time of our plantation
resulted in a large contribution of stems with a DBH <0.2 m,
which have a low commercial value.
For G. arborea plantations in The Philippines, Bertomeu
(2006) reported a similarly low benefit–cost ratio of 1.45 as in
our study in a low timber-yield scenario because of poor tree
management in a corn–tree agroforestry system with separate
corn and tree blocks. Magcale-Macandog et al. (1999) found
a benefit–cost ratio of 2.66 when G. arborea was harvested
after 8 yr on small-holder farms, either planted as blocks or
hedgerows. A recent study in India reported a benefit–cost
ratio of 1.6 for the harvest of a G. arborea in an agroforestry
system after 12 yr of growth (Mali et al., 2017), and another
study in Panama reported a benefit–cost ratio of 1.72 after
10 yr of growth (Coomes et al., 2008). For an S. parahyba
enrichment plantation in a degraded Amazonian forest in the
State of Pará, Brazil, Schwartz et al. (2017) reported a benefit–
cost ratio of 1.44 for harvesting 13-yr-old S. parahyba trees,
and Siviero et al. (2020) reported a benefit–cost ratio >1 for
the harvest of trees of different species with a DBH >25 cm
to which S. parahyba contributed ∼50% of the wood
volume.
It is possible that the benefit–cost ratio of our plantations
would have increased if the plantations had been thinned after
5 yr of growth and if only trees with a DBH >0.25 m had been
harvested after at least 8 yr of growth as recommended in the
literature (Coomes et al., 2008; Jiménez Pozo, 2016; Siviero
et al., 2020). However, the restrictions of our funding did not
allow for these management options.
4 CONCLUSIONS
We had to reject all three of our hypotheses. The addition of
3–6 Mg ha−1 biochar to degraded tropical Ultisols in Ama-
zonia did not influence tree growth or litterfall during the
dry season. Therefore, the effect of biochar addition on the
benefit–cost ratio of the tree plantations was negative because
the effort to amend biochar to the degraded Ultisol was asso-
ciated with costs that were not returned.
We conclude that reported positive effects of the amend-
ment of biochar to degraded tropical soils on plant growth
cannot be generalized. Future research must therefore address
under which conditions biochar has a positive effect on
tree growth in plantations on strongly weathered, nutrient-
depleted tropical soils. We suspect that similar negative
effects might have remained unpublished, resulting in a pos-
itive confirmation bias of the biochar effects on plant growth
on strongly weathered tropical soils.
A C K N O W L E D G M E N T S
This work was supported by the Ecuadorian research founda-
tion Secretary of Higher Education, Science, Technology, and
GONZALEZ SARANGO ET AL. 875
Innovation (SENESCYT) (PIC 08–0000189) and the National
University of Loja (2008 0034). Esthela M. González was
funded by the doctoral scholarship program of the German
Catholic Academic Exchange Service (KAAD) and an addi-
tional scholarship of the German Academic Exchange Service
(DAAD). We thank R. Gonzalez, H. Maza, C. N. Chamba
Tacuri, and C. A. Puchaicela Tene for their help in the field
and laboratory work.
Open access funding enabled and organized by Projekt
DEAL.
AU T H O R C O N T R I B U T I O N S
Esthela M. Gonzalez Sarango, Formal analysis, Investiga-
tion, Visualization, Writing-original draft; Carlos Valarezo
Manosalvas, Conceptualization, Data curation, Formal analy-
sis, Funding acquisition, Investigation, Methodology, Project
administration, Writing-review & editing; Marconi Mora,
Investigation, Writing-review & editing; Miguel Á. Villa-
magua, Investigation, Writing-review & editing; Wolfgang
Wilcke, Formal analysis, Investigation, Supervision, Writing-
review & editing.
C O N F L I C T O F I N T E R E S T
The authors declare no conflict of interest.
R E F E R E N C E S
Aguirre, N. (2012). Estudios sectoriales: evaluación del impacto del
cobro por derechos de aprovechamiento de madera en pie y otras
tasas sobre el manejo forestal en Ecuador. http://www.fao.org/
fileadmin/templates/tci/pdf/ECUADORCompleteLOW.pdf
Akhtar, S. S., Li, G., Andersen, M. N., & Liu, F. (2014). Biochar
enhances yield and quality of tomato under reduced irrigation. Agri-
cultural Water Management, 138, 37–44. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
agwat.2014.02.016
Alegre, J. C., & Cassel, D. K. (1996). Dynamics of soil physi-
cal properties under alternative systems to slash-and-burn. Agricul-
ture, Ecosystems & Environment, 58, 39–48. https://doi.org/10.1016/
0167-8809(95)00654-0
Berek, A., & Hue, N. (2016). Characterization of biochars and their use
as an amendment to acid soils. Soil Science, 181, 412–426. https://
doi.org/10.1097/SS.0000000000000177
Bertomeu, M. (2006). Financial evaluation of smallholder timber-based
agroforestry systems in Claveria, Northern Mindanao, the Philip-
pines. Small-Scale Forest Economics, Management and Policy, 5, 57–
82. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11842-006-0004-6
Biederman, L., & Harpole, W. (2012). Biochar and its effects on plant
productivity and nutrient cycling: A meta-analysis. GCB Bioenergy,
5, 202–214. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcbb.12037
Borchert, R., Rivera, G., & Hagnauer, W. (2002). Modification of veg-
etative phenology in a tropical semi-deciduous forest by abnormal
drought and rain. Biotropica, 34, 27–39. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1744-7429.2002.tb00239.x
Camargo, M., Giarrizzo, T., & Jesus, A. J. S. (2015). Effect of seasonal
flooding cycle on litterfall production in alluvial rainforest on the mid-
dle Xingu River (Amazon basin, Brazil). Brazilian Journal of Biol-
ogy, 75, S250–S256. https://doi.org/10.1590/1519-6984.00514BM
Carter, S., Shackley, S., Sohi, S., Tan, B., & Haefele, S. (2013). The
impact of biochar application on soil properties and plant growth
of pot grown lettuce (Lactuca sativa) and cabbage (Brassica chi-
nensis). Agronomy, 3, 404–418. https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy
3020404
Chadwick, O. A., Derry, L. A., Vitousek, P. M., Huebert, B. J., & Hedin,
L. O. (1999). Changing sources of nutrients during four million years
of ecosystem development. Nature, 397, 491–497. https://doi.org/10.
1038/17276
Coomes, O. T., Grimard, F., Potvin, C., & Sima, P. (2008). The fate of the
tropical forest: Carbon or cattle? Ecological Economics, 65, 207–212.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2007.12.028
Cornelissen, G., Martinsen, V., Shitumbanuma, V., Alling, V., Breed-
veld, G. D., Rutherford, D. W., Sparrevik, M., Hale, S. E., Obia, A.,
& Mulder, J. (2013). Biochar effect on maize yield and soil charac-
teristics in five conservation farming sites in Zambia. Agronomy, 3,
256–274. https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy3020256
Crane-Droesch, A., Abiven, S., Jeferry, S., & Torn, M. S. (2013). Het-
erogeneous global crop yield response to biochar: A meta-regression
analysis. Environmental Research Letters, 8, 044049. https://doi.org/
10.1088/1748-9326/8/4/044049
Criscuoli, I., Alberti, G., Baronti, S., Favilli, F., Martinez, C., Calzolari,
C., Pusceddu, E., Rumpel, C., Viola, R., & Miglietta, F. (2014). Car-
bon sequestration and fertility after centennial time scale incorpora-
tion of charcoal into soil. PLOS ONE, 9, e91114. https://doi.org/10.
1371/journal.pone.0091114
Cunningham, S., Cavagnaro, T., Nally, R., Paul, K., Baker, P., Beringer,
J., Thomson, J., & Thompson, R. (2014). Reforestation with native
mixed-species plantings in a temperate continental climate effectively
sequesters and stabilizes carbon within decades. Global Change Biol-
ogy, 21, 1552–1566. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12746
Das, O., & Sarmah, A. (2015). The love–hate relationship of pyrolysis
biochar and water: A perspective. Science of the Total Environment,
512–513, 682–685. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.01.061
De Mendiburu, F. (2010). Agricolae: Statistical procedures for agri-
cultural research. R Project for Statistical Computing. http://tarwi.
lamolina.edu.pe/⟨fmendiburu
Deluca, T., Gundale, M., MacKenzie, M., & Jones, D. (2015). Biochar
effects on soil nutrient transformations. In J. Lehmann & S. Joseph
(Eds.), Biochar for environmental management science, technology
and implementation (2nd ed., pp. 419–452). Routledge.
Drake, J. A., Carrucan, A., Jackson, W. R., Cavagnaro, T. R., & Patti,
A. F. (2015). Biochar application during reforestation alters species
present and soil chemistry. Science of the Total Environment, 514,
359–365. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.02.012
El-Naggar, A., Awad, Y. M., Tang, X. Y., Liu, C., Niazi, N. K., Jien, S.
H., Tsang, D. C. W., Song, H., Ok, Y. S., & Lee, S. S. (2018). Biochar
influences soil carbon pools and facilitates interactions with soil: A
field investigation. Land Degradation and Development, 29, 2162–
2171. https://doi.org/10.1002/ldr.2896
El-Naggar, A., Lee, S. S., Rinklebe, J., Farooq, M., Song, H., Sarmah,
A. J., Zimmerman, A. R., Ahmad, M., Shaheen, S. M., & Ok, Y. S.
(2019). Biochar application to low fertility soils: A review of current
status, and future prospects. Geoderma, 337, 536–554. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.geoderma.2018.09.034
Enders, A., Hanley, K., Whitman, T., Joseph, S., & Lehmann, J. (2012).
Characterization of biochars to evaluate recalcitrance and agronomic
performance. Bioresource Technology, 114, 644–653. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.biortech.2012.03.022
876 GONZALEZ SARANGO ET AL.
Fagbenro, J., Oshunsanya, S., & Onawumi, O. A. (2013). Effect of
saw dust biochar and NPK 15:15:15 inorganic fertilizer on Moringa
oleifera seedlings grown in an Oxisol. Agrosearch, 131, 57–68.
https://doi.org/10.4314/agrosh.v13i1.6
FAO. (2006). Global forest resources assessment 2005. . Progress
towards sustainable forest management. http://www.fao.org/3/
a0400e/a0400e00.htm
Fernandes da Silva, G., Gezan, S., Soares, C., & Zaneti, L. (2013). Mod-
eling growth and yield of Schizolobium amazonicum under different
spacings. International Journal of Forestry Research, 2013, 1–10.
https://doi.org/10.1155/2013/675137
Flores Bendezu, Y. (1998). Comportamiento fenológico de
88 especies forestales.. https://issuu.com/ymber/docs/05.
_comportamiento_fenol_gico_de_88_especies_fores/109
Fujisaka, S., Castilla, C., Escobar, G., Rodrigues, V., Veneklaas, E. J.,
Thomas, R., & Fisher, M. (1998). The effects of forest conversion on
annual crops and pastures: Estimates of carbon emissions and plant
species loss in a Brazilian Amazon colony. Agriculture, Ecosystems
& Environment, 69, 17–26. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-8809(98)
00091-7
Furley, P., (1990). The nature and sustainability of Brazilian Amazon
soils. In D. Goodman, A. Hall (Eds.), The future of Amazonia (pp.
309–359). Palgrave Macmillan.
Gazel Filho, B. A., Cordeiro, I. M. C. C., Riso Alvarado, J., & Gomes dos
Santos Filho, B. (2007). Produção de biomassa em quatro procedên-
cias de paricá (Schizolobium parahyba var. amazonicum (Huber ex
Ducke) Barneby no estádio de muda. Revista Brasileira de Biociên-
cias, 5, 1047–1049.
Gobierno Autónomo Descentralizado Zamora Chinchipe (GAD).
(2015). Plan de desarrollo y ordenamiento territorial: Zamora
Chinchipe. http://zamora-chinchipe.gob.ec/wp-content/uploads/
2018/02/PDOT-ZAMORA-CHINCHIPE-2014-2019-m.pdf
Ghosh, S., Ow, L. F., & Wilson, B. (2014). Influence of biochar and
compost on soil properties and tree growth in a tropical urban envi-
ronment. International Journal of Environmental Science and Tech-
nology, 12, 1303–1310. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13762-014-0508-0
Glaser, B., Balashov, E., Haumaier, L., Guggenberger, G., & Zech, W.
(2000). Black carbon in density fractions of anthropogenic soils of
the Brazilian Amazon region. Organic Geochemistry, 31, 669–678.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0146-6380(00)00044-9
Glaser, B., Haumaier, L., Guggenberger, G., & Zech, W. (2001). The
“Terra Preta” phenomenon: A model for sustainable agriculture in the
humid tropics. Die Naturwissenschaften, 88, 37–41. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s001140000193
Glaser, B., Lehmann, J., & Zech, W. (2002). Ameliorating physical and
chemical properties of highly weathered soils in the tropics with
charcoal: A review. Biology and Fertility of Soils, 35, 219–230.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00374-002-0466-4
Gross, J., & Ligges, U. (2015). Nortest: Tests for normality. R package
version. https://Cran.R-project.org/package=nortest
Gunes, A., Inal, A., Taskin, M. B., Sahin, O., Kaya, E. C., & Atakol, A.
(2014). Effect of phosphorus-enriched biochar and poultry manure
on growth and mineral composition of lettuce (Lactuca sativa L.
cv.) grown in alkaline soil. Soil Use and Management, 30, 182–188.
https://doi.org/10.1111/sum.12114
Hernandez-Soriano, M. C., Kerré, B., Good, P., Hardy, B., Dufey, J., &
Smolders, E. (2016). Long-term effect of biochar on the stabilization
of recent carbon: Soils with historical inputs of charcoal. GCB Bioen-
ergy, 8, 371–381. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcbb.12250
Hossain, M. K., Strezov, V., & Nelson, P. F. (2015). Comparative assess-
ment of the effect of wastewater sludge biochar on growth, yield and
metal bioaccumulation of cherry tomato. Pedosphere, 25, 680–685.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1002-0160(15)30048-5
Igalavithana, A., Ok, Y. S., Usman, A., Al-Wabel, M., Oleszczuk, P., &
Lee, S. S. (2015). The effects of biochar amendment on soil fertility.
In M. Guo, Z. He, & S. Minori Uchimiya (Eds.), Agricultural and
environmental applications of biochar: Advances and barriers (Vol.
63, pp. 123–144). SSSA.
Jeffery, S., Abalos, D., Prodana, M., Bastos, A., Van, G., Jan, W., Hun-
gate, B., & Verheijen, F. (2017). Biochar boosts tropical but not
temperate crop yields. Environmental Research Letters, 12, 053001.
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aa67bd
Jiménez Pozo, L. P. (2016). El cultivo de la melina (Gmelina arborea
Roxb.) en el trópico. http://repositorio.espe.edu.ec/xmlui/handle/
21000/11687
Kamprath, E. J. (1970). Exchangeable aluminum as a criterion
for liming leached mineral soils. Soil Science Society of Amer-
ica Journal, 34, 252–254. https://doi.org/10.2136/sssaj1970.
03615995003400020022x
Kloss, S., Zehetner, F., Wimmer, B., Buecker, J., Rempt, F., & Soja, G.
(2014). Biochar application to temperate soils: Effects on soil fertil-
ity and crop growth under greenhouse conditions. Journal of Plant
Nutrition and Soil Science, 177, 3–15. https://doi.org/10.1002/jpln.
201200282
Kojima, M., Yamamoto, H., Marsoem, S. N., Okuyama, T., Yoshida, M.,
Nakai, T., Yamashita, S., Saegusa, K., Matsune, K., Nakamura, K.,
Inoue, Y., & Arizono, T. (2009). Effects of the lateral growth rate on
wood quality of Gmelina arborea from 3.5, 7, and 12 year-old plan-
tations. Annals of Forest Science, 66, 507. https://doi.org/10.1051/
forest/2009031
Lawrinenko, M., & Laird, D. (2015). Anion-exchange capacity of
biochar. Green Chemistry, 17, 4628–4636. https://doi.org/10.1039/
C5GC00828J
Leal Silva, A., Vasconcelos, S., de Carvalho, C., & Cordeiro, I.
(2011). Litter dynamics and fine root production in Schizolobium
parahyba var. amazonicum plantations and regrowth forest in East-
ern Amazon. Plant and Soil, 347, 377–386. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11104-011-0857-0
Lefebvre, D., Román-Dañobeytia, F., Soete, J., Cabanillas, F., Corvera,
R., Ascorra, C., Fernandez, L., & Silman, M. (2019). Biochar effects
on two tropical tree species and its potential as a tool for reforestation.
Forests, 10, 678. https://doi.org/10.3390/f10080678
Lehmann, J., Pereira da Silva, J., Steiner, C., Nehls, T., Zech, W., &
Glaser, B. (2003). Nutrient availability and leaching in an archaeo-
logical Anthrosol and a Ferralsol of the Central Amazon basin: Fertil-
izer, manure and charcoal amendments. Plant and Soil, 249, 343–357.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022833116184
Lehmann, J., Rillig, M., Thies, J., Masiello, C., Hockaday, W., & Crow-
ley, D. (2011). Biochar effects on soil biota: A review. Soil Biology
and Biochemistry, 43, 1812–1836. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soilbio.
2011.04.022
Lemon, J. (2006). Plotrix: A package in the red light district of R. R-
News, 6(4), 8–12.
Liang, F., Li, G., Lin, Q., & Zhao, X. (2014). Crop yield and soil prop-
erties in the first 3 years after biochar application to a calcareous
soil. Integrative Agriculture, 13, 525–532. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S2095-3119(13)60708-X
GONZALEZ SARANGO ET AL. 877
Lima, H. N., Schaefer, C., Mello, J., Gilkes, R., & Ker, J. (2002).
Pedogenesis and pre-Colombian land use of “Terra Preta
Anthrosols” (“Indian black earth”) of western Amazonia.
Geoderma, 110, 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0016-7061(02)
00141-6
Liu, X., Zhang, A., Ji, C., Joseph, S., Bian, R., Li, L., Pan, G., &
Paz-Ferreiro, J. (2013). Biochar’s effect on crop productivity and
the dependence on experimental conditions - a meta-analysis of
literature data. Plant and Soil, 373, 583–594. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11104-013-1806-x
Liu, Z., Chen, X., Jing, Y., Li, Q., Zhang, J., & Huang, Q. (2014). Effects
of biochar amendment on rapeseed and sweet potato yields and water
stable aggregate in upland red soil. Catena, 123, 45–51. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.catena.2014.07.005
Magcale-Macandog, D. B., Menz, K., Rocamora, P. M., & Predo, C. D.
(1999). Smallholder timber production and marketing: The case of
Gmelina arborea in Clavera, Northern Mindanao, Philippines. Inter-
national Tree Crops, 10, 61–78. https://doi.org/10.1080/01435698.
1999.9752992
Mainville, N., Webb, J., Lucotte, M., Davidson, R., Betancourt, O.,
Cueva, E., & Mergler, D. (2006). Decrease of soil fertility and release
of mercury following deforestation in the Andean Amazon, Napo
River Valley, Ecuador. Science of the Total Environment, 368, 88–98.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2005.09.064
Major, J., Rondon, M., Molina, D., Riha, S., & Lehmann, J. (2010).
Maize yield and nutrition during 4 years after biochar application
to a Colombian savanna oxisol. Plant and Soil, 333, 117–128. https:
//doi.org/10.1007/s11104-010-0327-0
Mali, S. C., Shedage, S., & Shrivastava, P. K. (2017). Economic evalu-
ation of sugarcane based agroforestry systems. Tree Sciences, 36, 34.
https://doi.org/10.5958/2455-7129.2017.00004.8
Maroušek, J. (2014). Significant breakthrough in biochar cost reduction.
Clean Technologies and Environmental Policy, 16(8), 1821–1825.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10098-014-0730-y
Marques, J., Teixeira, W., Schulze, D., & Curii, N. (2002). Mineral-
ogy of soils with unusually high exchangeable Al from the west-
ern Amazon Region. Clay Minerals, 37, 651–661. https://doi.org/10.
1180/0009855023740067
McGrath, D., Smith, C., Gholz, H., & Oliveira, F. (2001). Effects of land-
use change on soil nutrient dynamics in Amazônia. Ecosystems, 4,
625–645. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-001-0033-0
Mosandl, R., Günter, S., Stimm, B., & Weber, M. (2008). Ecuador suffers
the highest deforestation rate in South America. In E. Beck, J. Bendix,
I. Kottke, F. Makeschin, & R. Mosandl (Eds.), Gradients in a tropical
mountain ecosystem of Ecuador. Ecological studies (Vol. 198, pp. 37–
40). Springer.
Nelissen, V., Saha, B., Ruysschaert, G., & Boeckx, P. (2014). Effect
of different biochar and fertilizer types on N2O and NO emissions.
Soil Biology and Biochemistry, 70, 244–255. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.soilbio.2013.12.026
Nepstad, D., Moutinho, P., Dias-Filho, M., Davidson, E., Cardinot, G.,
Markewitz, D., Figueiredo, R., Vianna, N., Chambers, J., Ray, D.,
Guerreiros, J. B., Lefebvre, P., Sternberg, L., Moreira, M., Barros,
L., Ishida, F. Y., Tohlver, I., Belk, E., Kalif, K., & Schwalbe, K.
(2002). The effects of partial througthfall exclusion on canopy pro-
cesses, aboveground production and biogeochemistry of an Ama-
zon forest. Geophysical Research, 107, 8085. https://doi.org/10.1029/
2001JD000360
Qian, L., Chen, B., & Hu, D. (2013). Effective alleviation of alu-
minum phytotoxicity by manure-derived biochar. Environmental
Science & Technology, 47, 2737–2745. https://doi.org/10.1021/
es3047872
Rizwan, M., Ali, S., Qayyum, M. F., Ibrahim, M., Zia-ur-Rehman, M.,
Abbas, T., & Ok, Y. S. (2016). Mechanisms of biochar-mediated
alleviation of toxicity of trace elements in plants: A critical review.
Environmental Science and Pollution Research, 23, 2230–2248. https:
//doi.org/10.1007/s11356-015-5697-7
Rogovska, N., Laird, D., & Karlen, D. (2016). Corn and soil response
to biochar application and stover harvest. Field Crops Research, 187,
96–106. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fcr.2015.12.013
Roos, K., Bendix, J., Curatola, G. F., Gawlik, J., Gerique, A., Hamer, U.,
Hildebrandt, P., Knoke, T., Meyer, H., Pohle, P., Potthast, K., Thies,
B., Tischer, A., & Beck, E. (2013). Current provisioning services: Pas-
ture development and use, weeds (bracken) and management. In J.
Bendix, E. Beck, A. Bräuning, F. Makeschin, S. Scheu, & W. Wilcke
(Eds.), Ecosystem services, biodiversity and environmental change in
a tropical mountain ecosystem of South Ecuador. Ecological Studies
(Vol. 221, pp. 205–207). Springer.
Ruivo, M. D., Oliveira, M. S., Cordeiro, I. M., Monteiro, K. P., Kern,
D. C., Amarante, C. B., Gilkes, R. J., & Prakongkep, N. (2010).
Evaluation of growth of paricá (Schizolobium amazonicum Huber ex
Ducke) in different agroforestry systems in northeast of Pará, Brazil.
https://www.iuss.org/19th%20WCSS/Symposium/pdf/1535.pdf
Schmidt, H., Kammann, C., Niggli, C., Evangelou, M., Mackie, K., &
Abiven, S. (2014). Biochar and biochar-compost as soil amendments
to a vineyard soil: Influences on plant growth, nutrient uptake, plant
health and grape quality. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment,
191, 117–123. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2014.04.001
Schmidt, H., Pandit, B., Martinsen, V., Cornelissen, G., Conte, P., &
Kammann, C. (2015). Fourfold increase in pumpkin yield in response
to low-dosage root zone application of urine-enhanced biochar to a
fertile tropical soil. Agriculture, 5, 723–741. https://doi.org/10.3390/
agriculture5030723
Schneider, M., Lehmann, J., & Schmidt, M. (2011). Charcoal quality
does not change over a century in a tropical agro-ecosystem. Soil
Biology & Biochemistry, 43, 1992–1994. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
soilbio.2011.05.020
Schwartz, G., Pereira, P. C. G., Siviero, M. A., Pereira, J. F., Ruschel, A.
R., & Yared, J. A. G. (2017). Enrichment planting in logging gaps with
Schizolobium parahyba var. amazonicum (Huber ex Ducke) Barneby:
A financially profitable alternative for degraded tropical forests in the
Amazon. Forest Ecology and Management, 390, 166–172. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.foreco.2017.01.031
Shi, R., Li, J., Ni, N., & Xu, R. (2019). Understanding the biochar’s role
in ameliorating soil acidity. Integrative Agriculture, 18, 1508–1517.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2095-3119(18)62148-3
Silva, A. K. L., Vasconcelos, S. S., de Carvalho, C. J. R.., & Cordeiro, I.
M. C. C. (2011). Litter dynamics and fine root production in Schizolo-
bium parahyba var. amazonicum plantations and regrowth forest in
Eastern Amazon. Plant and Soil, 347, 377–386. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s11104-011-0857-0
Siviero, M. A., Ruschel, A. R., Yared, J. A. G., de Aguiar, O. J. R.,
Pereira, P. C. G., Vieira, S. B., & Sales, A. (2020). Harvesting criteria
application as a technical and financial alternative for management
of degraded tropical forests: A case study from Brazilian Amazon.
Diversity, 12, 373. https://doi.org/10.3390/d12100373
878 GONZALEZ SARANGO ET AL.
Soil Survey Staff. (2014). Keys to soil taxonomy(12th ed.).
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/survey/
class/taxonomy/?cid=nrcs142p2_053580
Spokas, K. A., Novak, J. M., & Venterea, R. T. (2012). Biochar’s role
as an alternative N-fertilizer: Ammonia capture. Plant and Soil, 350,
35–42. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-011-0930-8
Swamy, S. L., Kushwaha, S. K., & Puri, S. (2004) Tree growth, biomass,
allometry and nutrient distribution in Gmelina arborea stands grown
in red lateritic soils of Central India. Biomass and Bioenergy, 26, 305–
317. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2003.08.007
Thomas, S. C., & Gale, N. (2015). Biochar and forest restoration: A
review and meta-analysis of tree growth responses. New Forests, 46,
931–946. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11056-015-9491-7
Tonin, A. M., Gonçalves, J. F., & Bambi, P. (2017). Plant litter dynamics
in the forest-stream interface: Precipitation is a major control across
tropical biomes. Scientific Reports, 7, 10799. https://doi.org/10.1038/
s41598-017-10576-8
Vasconcelos, H., & Luizão, F. (2004). Litter production and lit-
ter nutrient concentrations in a fragmented Amazonian land-
scape. Ecological Applications, 14, 884–892. https://doi.org/10.1890/
03-5093
Viger, M., Hancock, R., Miglietta, F., & Taylor, G. (2015). More plant
growth but less plant defence? First global gene expression data for
plants grown in soil amended with biochar. GCB Bioenergy, 7, 658–
672. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcbb.12182
Walker, T. W., & Syers, J. K. (1976). The fate of phosphorus during pedo-
genesis. Geoderma, 15, 1–19. https://doi.org/10.1016/0016-7061(76)
90066-5
Warnes, G., Bolker, B., Bonebakker, L., Gentleman, R., Huber, W., Liaw,
A., Lumley, T., Mächler, M., Magnusson, A., & Möller, S. (2009).
gplots: Various R programming tools for plotting data. R package ver-
sion. https://github.com/talgalili/gplots
Wieder, R. K., & Wright, S. J. (1995). Tropical forest litter dynamics and
dry season irrigation on Barro Colorado Island, Panama. Ecology, 76,
1971–1979. https://doi.org/10.2307/1940727
Wilcke, W., & Lilienfein, J. (2002). Biogeochemical consequences of
the transformation of native Cerrado into Pinus caribaea plantations
in Brazil. Plant and Soil, 238, 175–189. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:
1014421305608
Wunder, S. (2000). The economics of deforestation: The example of
Ecuador. St. Martin’s Press.
Yue, Y., Cui, L., Lin, Q., Li, G., & Zhao, X. (2017). Efficiency of
sewage sludge biochar in improving urban soil properties and pro-
moting grass growth. Chemosphere, 173, 551–556. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.chemosphere.2017.01.096
Zech, W., Senesi, N., Guggenberger, G., Kaiser, K., Lehmann, J., Miano,
T., & Miltner, A. (1997). Factors controlling humification and miner-
alization of soil organic matter in the tropics. Geoderma, 79, 117–161.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0016-7061(97)00040-2
Zheng, H., Wang, Y., Deng, X., Herbert, S., & Xing, B. (2013).
Impacts of adding biochar on nitrogen retention and bioavailability
in agricultural soil. Geoderma, 206, 32–39. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
geoderma.2013.04.018
How to cite this article: Gonzalez Sarango EM,
Valarezo Manosalvas C, Mora M, Villamagua MÁ,
Wilcke W. Biochar amendment did not influence the
growth of two tree plantations on nutrient-depleted
Ultisols in the south Ecuadorian Amazon region. Soil
Sci Soc Am J. 2021;85:862–878.
https://doi.org/10.1002/saj2.20227
